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[to deal with the crucial 
nd, the certainty; of 
pecirie s — — \diich he 



Mr. George Rennar 
/316 13th Avenue, N.W. 

SSattle, W$sh, 9810/ 

Dear George, 

Many thanks for sending the copies of yours tind 
dence with Alvarez. Again, he does not choose ‘ 

the possibility Cto my mil 

additional shots fired very close to those he speuiues -. 
has admitted to me would be undetectable with his method. Since the two 

ghe 237JJ238 Oormall^ shirt , and the Sm 

3 iP both are ln thls category, his repeated failure 
to confront the implications renders meaningless his conclusion that 
...three shots and only three were fired. ..'fv, his letter to Kenaker, 8Jfl5/ 

; . Pg 3 

In his letter to me of S 5/10/68, Alvarea; s<aid: 

’’This is what I sap in th e ^ Kennedy film — akeries of three well- 
defxned trains of oscillations, each lasting aoproxiraately one second. 
I attributed these three trains — not th|e individual pulses within 
a train — to a shot. I am quite co n£inced that one c a nnoti 3 Se this* 
metpod to look at shots that come closer ithan 1 second, since then 
the trains would overlap, and could not t|e resolved.” 

in my letter to him of* 5/16/68 I s aid: 

”1 believe that GBS should ha^v e indicated i;o ih e public that your 
analysis did not preclude more than three! shots having been ftLred 
if any two were fired within a second of each other. I feel sure 1 
am correct in assuming that you informed them of this, am I not?” 

in his distinctly testy reply of 5/23/68 he deal 
did not answer my question, in ray next letter t 
the question as follows; 

”in my last letter, on the assumption tha| 
this one-second limitation, i pointed out 
cated tills fact to the public; You did njo 
clarification as to whether or not my assp 
again ask for such clarification. ** 



He startedd his next again, testy ; letter of 



"Referring to your latest letter on the 
tainly right that the conclusion fiat th 
does depend on tflae fact that if there had 
them must have occurred within one-halt s 
fail to see why GBS should ha^e informed 
second time resolution, because they did 
all as to the nature of the trains of os 
out the three times when the three shots 
I would take your concern about the notif| 
one- second limitation seriously if, when 
put in a proviso that you eanrjot eliminat 
more shots were fired in a frame you des 
shot. You will certainly have to agree yi 



t with irrelevancies and 
o him 5/31/68; i repeated 



you had informed GBS of 
that they should have indi- 
respond to my request for 
motion wqs correct, and I 



ere 



6 / 8/68 with the following ; 



Zapruder films, you are cer- 



; CtL 



were only three shots 
been more shots, some of 
jecond of another one. i 
|the public of this half- 
hot: go into any detail at 
lljations, but merely pointed 
that showed up were fared, 
ication of the public of the 
you publish your work, you 
e tjhe possibility that 13 
ignate as coinciding with a 

our method has a resolution 




Pg 2 



«r th^half- sec»^ ion^f S ny°met^»d t e °Sh ^ * aS c °ntrasted with 

tween our two re silu «on°A^ ^ 

BtrSght-nian e to e nts 0 reSctlo 1 ad 6 LsS?ton en md S r d - , H 1 decided to Piny 

a meaningful answer to the Question A i Le 5 once mor e to get 

now believe that CBS w a s not sr*>ri he has not replied, i 

although i am certain it won] Hn u- ? lca H y “"formed of the limitation — 
hoa a certain it wouldn*t have influjenced their snow job even 



It isn*t clear to me whether 



which *" seems ^ to 1h^ ^become^^no h!*]^ on e- second resolution of 5/10/68, 
now been reduced^ a one f eoond , resolution by 6/8/68, has 

y/ 20 / 68 , ng2). one-third second resolution (.his lettir to Kenotor, 



Si 



Also, £ note he repeatedly u 
to Menaker as he did in mine, i , 
sonality , or Aether it*s reserve* 
on the assassination. Dr. Alvare 



es the same 
don*t know 
Id for those 
2 protests 



j- cstiness in his letters 
if this is his nonnal per- 
lquestioning his findings 
too much. 



Sincerely, 



end* 1M letter to 1A, June 15, *68 



h'\ 




